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SUMMARY

In this Motion to Enlarge Issues, Scripps Howard

Broadcasting Company ("Scripps Howard") seeks the addition of

several issues against Four Jacks Broadcasting, Inc. (" Four Jacks")

that result from Four Jacks' failure to secure reasonable assurance

of a suitable tower site before certifying that it had such

assurance in its application. Four Jacks has failed to meet the

Commission's requirements related to an applicant's site because

(1) the WPOC{FM) antenna, located on its proposed tower, will have

to be displaced and Four Jacks has received no assurance that

WPOC(FM) 's licensee will consent to such displacement, (2) the site

is not zoned for the contemplated use, and (3) the tower is not

adequate for the contemplated use.

Four Jacks' failure to secure reasonable assurance of a

suitable site is especially egregious because Four Jacks'

principals own the site. Four Jacks' principals failure to secure

assurance from their own tenant that it would consent to a

relocation essential to Four Jacks' proposed use of the site

supports the addition of a false site certification issue.

In addition to falsely certifying to the availability of

the site, Four Jacks misrepresented the height of the proposed

tower in its application. Even once the actual height of the tower

was brought to the attention of Four Jacks, including in the

Hearing Designation Order itself, Four Jacks failed to amend its

application pursuant to § 1.65 of the Commission's rules. Four
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Jacks' actions in relation to the tower height support the addition

of misrepresentation and § 1.65 issues.

By relying on the use of a clearly unavailable and

unsuitable site as part of its application, Four Jacks clearly

failed to engage in reasonable and serious efforts to determine how

much it would cost to construct its proposed facility before

certifying that it was financially qualified. Therefore, issues

should be added against Four Jacks to determine whether it is

financially qualified and whether it made a false financial

certification.
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(5) Whether Four Jacks violated Section 1.65 of the
Commission's Rules by failing to amend its
application to reflect the true height of its
designated tower;

(6) Whether Four Jacks had taken all of the necessary
steps to determine whether it was financially
qualified at the time it so certified in its
application;

(7) Whether Four Jacks falsely certified in its
application that it was financially qualified; and

(8) Whether, in light of the evidence adduced under the
above issues, Four Jacks possesses the requisite
character to be a Commission licensee.

Background Facts

1. In its application, Four Jacks has certified that

it has reasonable assurance of a site on which to locate the

antenna for its proposed station. (The relevant pages of Four

Jacks' application are attached as Exhibit A.) In the engineering

portion of its application, Four Jacks has identified this site as

1200 North Rolling Road, Catonsville, Baltimore, Maryland. Exhibit

A. The site is owned by Cunningham Communications, Inc.

("Cunningham"), which is in turn owned by the principals of Four

Jacks. 1

2. Commission precedent establishes that anF53738nppl438nt0809 8nF54738n



in part, granted in part 5 F.C.C. Rcd 7321; reconsideration of

denial of review denied, 68 Rad. Reg. 2d (P&F) 1088; Naguabo

Broadcasting Co., 6 F.C.C. Rcd 912 (Rev. Bd 1991), review granted

in part, denied in part, 6 F.C.C. Rcd 4879; decision on review

modified in part 7 F.C.C. Rcd 784. Four Jacks fails to meet this

requirement because: (1) the WPOC (FM) antenna will have to be

displaced and Four Jacks has received no assurance that WPOC(FM) 's

licensee will consent to such displacement, (2) the site is not

zoned for the contemplated use, and (3) the tower is not adequate

for the contemplated use. While some of these defects may

theoretically be curable, Four Jacks had failed to take reasonable

steps at the time it filed its application to assure that the site

could be made suitable.

The WPOC(FM) Antenna Will Have to be Displaced

3. The antenna for WPOC (FM), Baltimore, Maryland,

licensed to Nationwide Communications, Inc., is currently located

at the 198 meter level of the tower, where Four Jacks plans to

locate its antenna. See Engineering Report of Donald Everist, P.E.

of Cohen, Dippel and Everist, attached as Exhibit C. Four Jacks

has



See Declaration of Don E. Watkins, Vice-president-Engineering,

Nationwide Communications, Inc., attached as Exhibit D. Even if

Nationwide were willing to give its permission for the move,

Nationwide, not Four Jacks, would have to file an application for

minor modification and have it approved before Four Jacks would be

assured that it could use its specified site. See 47 C.F.R. §

73.1690. Unless Nationwide had agreed to file such an application

at the time Four Jacks filed its application, Four Jacks did not

have reasonable assurance that it possessed a suitable site.

Therefore, an issue should be specified against Four Jacks to

determine if it had reasonable assurance of the proposed site'S

suitability.

5. In addition, over eighty (80) licensees at the site

will also have to be moved for Four Jacks to implement its

proposal. Exhibit C at 2. Even though the necessity for these

moves is apparent upon review of the site, Exhibit C at 2, Four

Jacks has failed to indicate how it intends to address the need to

move these other licensees. Four Jacks has not provided any

indication that it has contacted any of these licensees to obtain

their consent to the move of their facilities. Four Jacks' failure

to address the serious matter of relocating over eighty licensees

on the tower is further evidence that Four Jacks lacks reasonable

assurance of a suitable site.
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The Site is Not Zoned for the Intended Use

6. The tower at Four Jacks' proposed site is currently

built to a height of approximately 666 feet. See Statement of

Donald R. Hall, Registered Property Line Surveyor, a copy of which

is attached as Exhibit E and which was previously submitted with

Scripps Howard's Petition to Deny filed January 29, 1992. As noted

in the Hearing Designation Order, the tower was at a taller height

until the removal of an antenna in 1987. Four Jacks now proposes

to add an additional 40 feet to the current height of the tower.

7. On June 12, 1969, the Baltimore Zoning Commission

granted a request to increase the approved height of a tower at the

North Rolling Road location to 850 feet. ~ Letter of W. Carl

Richards, Jr., Zoning Coordinator, Baltimore County Government,

Office of Zoning Administration and Development Management, Office

of Planning and Zoning, to Stephen J. Nolan, dated February 14,

1992, attached as Exhibit F. On January 20, 1977, the Baltimore

Zoning Commission granted a further request to extend the approved

height of a tower on the site to 1009 feet. Id.

8. As Mr. Richards explains in his letter, even though

the tower's owner may have had zoning approval for an 850 foot

tower at one time, such approval has lapsed. Id. Therefore, Four

Jacks will have to obtain new zoning approval before it can build

up the tower to the proposed height. Such approval, however, is

highly unlikely.

9. The area where the tower is located is currently

zoned for residential use. See Final Log of Issues as adopted by
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the Baltimore County Council on October 15, 1992 attached as

Exhibit G. In proceedings leading to the adoption of the Final Log

of Issues, Cunningham requested that its tower site be re-zoned as

commercial, which would give it greater flexibility in seeking an

increased tower height. Id. The County Council determined,

however, that Cunningham I s proposal should be rej ected and that the

property should remain zoned for residential use. Id. Therefore,

this initial determination by the zoning authority makes it highly

improbable that Four Jacks will be able to obtain the necessary

zoning authority for its proposed tower.

10. The Commission ordinarily assumes that an applicant

will receive the necessary zoning authority to implement its

proposal. ~ Teton Broadcasting Limited Partnership, 1 F.C.C.

Rcd 518, 519 (1986). This assumption is rebutted, however, by an

adverse initial decision from the appropriate zoning authority,

even if the applicant intends to appeal that decision. ~

Sherwood, Inc., 63 F.C.C.2d 151, 156 (Rev. Bd. 1976). Due to the

adverse initial decision by the Baltimore County Council on

Cunningham's request to re-zone its property as commercial, an

issue has arisen as to whether Four Jacks will be able to use its

designated site. Therefore, an issue should be added to determine

whether Four Jacks' site is suitable for its proposed use.

The Tower is Not Adequate for the Contemplated Use

11. Analysis of the Cunningham tower reveals that the

tower itself is simply unsuitable for the contemplated use. A

report by Matthew J. Vlissides, P. E. of Vlissides Enterprises,

10



Inc., attached as Exhibit H, demonstrates that the tower "must not

be used for the installation of the Channel 2 Antenna." Exhibit

H at 13. (emphasis in the original).

12. Mr. Vlissides made his report based on an analysis

of Four Jacks' tower using a structural computer program especially

designed to evaluate this type of structure. Exhibit H at 13. Mr.

Vlissides based his analysis on direct observation of the tower,

(albeit from a distance) and over thirty years of professional

engineering experience. Since he lacked direct access to the tower

site, some assumptions were necessary. These assumptions, which

were identified in his report, were weighted in favor of the

tower's structural integrity. For example, in calculating the wind

load resulting from twenty-two transmission lines, each of which

goes up the tower as high as the antenna to which it is connected,

Mr. Vlissides accounted for shielding by systematically reducing

the percentage of exposure according to the distance the lines went

up the tower. Under Case 2 of his analysis, Mr. Vlissides assumed

100% exposure for the first eight lines, the ladder and the

conduit, for the next four lines 75% exposure, for the next three,

50% exposure, the next six, 25% exposure and the last one, 0%

exposure. Id. at Case 2, p. 4.

13. In making his report, Mr. Vlissides increased the

allowable stress by 33%, the maximum allowable under EIA/TIA RS

222-E. With respect to the tower members, Mr.

2 Mr. Vlissides' research indicated that without the 33%
increase in allowable stress the tower would be on the
verge of collapse under existing antenna and transmission
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Vlissides assumed that they are made of 50,000 psi high-strength

steel, although it is more probable that the tower legs are made

of 35,000 psi ASTM A53 pipe and the diagonals and horizontals are

ASTM A36 solid bars. Id. at 7. Mr. Vlissides also disregarded the

additional weight and wind pressure of the skeleton for a ten bay

FM antenna already on the tower, visible in the photographs

submitted with his report. Id. at 8. Finally, and very

significantly, Mr. Vlissides did not consider the effects of icing

in his study. Id. at 9.

14. Even though all the assumptions in Mr. Vlissides

report were weighted in favor of the tower's structural integrity,

under case 2 of his analysis, 60% of the tower leg sections would

be overstressed by as much as 84% if Four Jacks' proposal is

implemented. Id. at 10. Under cases 3 and 4, 30% of the tower leg

sections would be overstressed by as much as 68%. Mr. Vlissides

concludes his report by stating:

It is my engineering opinion that. due to the large
overstresses calculated in the tower legs. the subject
tower is not adequately designed to support the Channel
2 antenna and its transmission lines as described in the
Organization of Analysis Section of this report.
Therefore. I strongly recommend that the subject tower
must not be used for the installation of the Channel 2
antenna.

Id. at 13 (emphasis in the original). The report also warns that,

"any significant icing of the tower and its guy cables, in addition

to wind loading specified for this geographical area, will put the

tower and surrounding area in serious danger." Id. at 9. Mr.

line loads. Exhibit H at 7.
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Vlissides' report makes clear that the tower should not be used as

planned and that Four Jacks' site is, therefore, unsuitable.

15. A designated site must be capable of effectuating

the applicant's proposal before it can be considered suitable.

Cuban American, 2 F.C.C. Red at 3267. Mr. Vlissides' report,

weighted to resolve all doubts in favor of the tower's structural

integrity, demonstrates that Four Jacks' proposed site is

unsuitable for its contemplated use. Therefore, an issue should

be added against Four Jacks to determine whether its site is

suitable for the proposed use.

Four Jacks Falsely Certified That It
Had Reasonable Assurance of a Suitable Site

16. As the owners of the Cunningham tower, Four Jacks'

principals knew that the WPOC(FM) antenna would need to be moved

at the time they signed their application. In spite of this

knowledge, they failed to take steps to determine whether such a

move could take place. Therefore, an issue should be added to

determine whether Four Jacks falsely certified that it had

reasonable assurance of the availability of a suitable site and,

if so, whether it lacks the requisite character to be a Commission

licensee.

Four Jacks Misrepresented the
Height of Its Proposed Tower

17. In Four Jacks' application, it specifies a tower

height of 381 meters. Exhibit A. As the Hearing Designation Order

recognizes, however, the record height for the tower is only 368.5

meters. Four Jacks' principals, as the principals of Cunningham,

13



knew the tower was not at the specified height when the application

was signed. They may well have perceived that advantages would

flow from concealment of the tower's actual height. 3 In any event,

Four Jacks' reasons for this misrepresentation are of secondary

importance. Under Commission precedent the fact of

misrepresentation, not the motive behind it, is the determinative

issue. It is well settled that II [t]he fact of concealment may be

more significant than the facts concealed. II David Ortiz Radio

Corporation v. F.C.C., 941 F.2d 1253, 1260 (D.C. Cir. 1991)

(quoting, F.C.C. v. WOKO, Inc., 329 U.S. 223, 227 (1946)). An

,affirmative misstatement can justify the disqualification of an

applicant. Id. Therefore, an issue should be added to determine

whether Four Jacks misrepresented the height of its proposed tower

in its application, and, if so, whether it should be disqualified.

Four Jacks Violated § 1.65
of the Commission's Rules

18. As noted above, Four Jacks specified an incorrect

tower height in its application, which was noted in the Hearing

Designation Order. Four Jacks has made no attempt, however, to

amend its application to specify the correct tower height, even

though the discrepancy has been brought to its attention.

19. Section 1.65 of the Commission's Rules states:

(a) Each applicant is responsible for the
continuing accuracy and completeness of
information furnished in a pending application

3For example, it would help conceal their failure to comply
with Commission and FAA requirements requiring the reporting of the
change in tower height. ~ 14 C.F.R. § 771.13 (c) (1) (1992); 47
C.F.R. § 73.1690(b) (1) (1992).
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or in Commission proceedings involving a
pending application.

47 C.F.R. § 1.65 (1992). If the information furnished is no longer

"substantially accurate and complete in all significant respects,"

the applicant is required to amend the application within thirty

(30) days to supply the corrected information. ~ By failing to

amend its application, Four Jacks violated § 1.65.

20. An applicant's failure to amend its application

within the required thirty day period will support the addition of

an issue against that applicant. Radio Stations KNND and KRKT, 11

F.C.C.2d 364 (Rev. Bd. 1968). Four Jacks' has clearly failed to

comply with Rule 1.65 and an appropriate issue should be added.

Four Jacks Did Not Take the Necessary
Steps to Determine Whether it was Financially Qualified

Before So Certifying In its Application

21. Commission precedent holds that an applicant must

engage in serious and reasonable efforts to determine how much it

would cost to construct and operate its proposed facility for three

months before certifying that it is financially qualified.

Northampton Media Associates, 4 F.C.C. Rcd 5517, 5519 (1989),

reconsideration denied 5 F.C.C. Rcd 3075; aff'd, 941 F.2d 1214

(D.C. Cir. 1991); Pepper Schultz,S F.C.C. Rcd 3273 (1990), aff'd,

reh'g denied, 927 F.2d 1258 (D.C. Cir. 1991), cert. denied, 112 S.

Ct. 453 (1991). Four Jacks has not met this requirement.

22. At the time that Four Jacks made its financial

certification, it simultaneously made its site certification based

on the use of the site owned by Cunningham. Four Jacks made these

simultaneous certifications even though its principalS knew or, as

15



the site owners reasonably should have known, that the site was

unsuitable and that they would need to find another site or build

a new tower. As Mr. Vlissides points out in his report, a new

tower could easily cost as much as $350,000. Exhibit H at 14.

Four Jacks cannot reasonably be believed to have made "serious and

reasonable efforts" to determine what the cost would be of a new

site if it failed to include such a substantial figure in its

calculations. This failure is especially serious because Four

Jacks knew or should have known that a new site would be needed.

23. A failure to prove that projected costs were

meaningfully ascertained is, standing alone, grounds to deny an

application. Victorson Group. Inc., 6 F.e.e. Rcd 1697, 1670 (Rev.

Bd. 1991). The apparent failure of Four Jacks' principals to

consider the cost of a new tower when making their financial

certification indicates that their projected costs were not

meaningfully ascertained. Therefore, an issue should be added to

determine whether Four Jacks did take the necessary steps to

determine the costs of construction and operation of its proposed

station when it made its financial certification and, consequently,

whether it was financially qualified at the time it signed the

application.

24. Furthermore, when Four Jacks made its financial

certification, its principals knew they had not taken the necessary

steps before certifying. Therefore, issues should also be added

to determine whether Four Jacks falsely certified that it was

16



financially qualified and, if so, whether it lacks the requisite

character to be a Commission licensee.

WHEREPORE, Scripps Howard Broadcasting Company

respectfully requests that the issues as requested above be added

against Four Jacks Broadcasting, Inc.

Respectfully submitted,

Scripps Howard
Broadcasting Company

By: ro-- rl ./'L-
Kenneth C. Howard, Jr.
Leonard C. Greenebaurn
David N. Roberts

Its Attorneys

BAKER & HOSTETLER
1050 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Suite 1100
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 861-1500

Dated: May 13, 1993
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FEB NO: 18 &r. submltWd with this

&ppl1c1.Uon? ~Y. ON

FEB TYPE If r. exempt (_ 47 C.P.R. Section Ull2>.
IndlC&te reuon therefor (check one box>:

FEE ANT: 0 Noncommercl&l ed.uC&tion&1 Ucensee

0 Government&! entity
FOR COMMISSION US!: ONLY

ID SEQ:
FILE NO.

Section I - GENERAL INfORMATION

1. N&me of Applicant Send notic. and communlC&tioNl to the rollowlnC
J)8r1On at the add~ below:

Four Jacks Broadcasting, Inc. Name

Martin R. Leader, Esq.
Fisher, ~'layland, CQq)er & I.eader

StrMt Add~ or P.O. Box StrMt Add~ or P.o. Box
2000 Hest 41st Street 1255 23rd Street, N.W., Suite 800

City
I St&~ I ZIP Code City

I&t&te
I

ZIP Code
Baltinore 21211 t'lashi.n;ta'1 20037

Tele~hone No./l,,~llIf. A,.•• '.f.1 Telephone No./l"~llIf. U •• '.f.,
( 01) 467-4545 (202) 659-3494

(b) Prlnelpol I city
c.....un... : DaltillDl:e

2. This application 1.1 ror:

(a) Channel No. or Frequency

2+

o AM o FM TV

State

(0) Check one or the rollowlnC Cox_

[i] Appllcation ror NEW station

o MAJOR chance In UceMeC1 rac1l1ti. call sten: .. ._. _

o MINOR chance In lIoeMeC1 fIC1l1U. call Ilcn: .. _

o MAJOR moc1lnC&Uon or oolWtrUcUon permit; call 11In: ... _

FUe No. of ooDltrUOtlon perll&1t: ... _

o MINOA IDOdlncaUon or ooDltrUOUon permit; C&ll11ln: ... _

Ftle No. or oo.-racuon permit: ... _

o AMlND~ to pendlnc appUcaUon; Appl1cl.Uon Mle numbe~ .. _

NOTl: It Is not n~y to u. this rorm. to amend a prevlouly rued appl1C&Uon. Should you do ... how~ver. pi..
submit only SecUon I and th~ other porUona of the form that oontaln the amended InformaUon.

a. 18 this appl1C&Uon mutually exclUlve "RUh a renewal app11C&Uon?

Iat,
community or uo;~

FCC 30'
Jurl. ,,,.



SECTION I II - 'INANCIAL QUALI'ICATIONS

NOTe Ir thll application 11 ror a ohance In an operatlnc r&c1llty do not nIl out thllleCtlon.

1. The appllcant oertln. that IUrnolent net liquid ..-t.8 are on hand or that IUrnolent funes.
are available rrolll oollllllitted mu~ to construot and operate the requ~ fao1lltl. for
three months without revenue.

2. State the total runes. you .ttmate are n~y to construot and operate the requ.-ted
fl.01l1ty for three months wtthout revenue.

a. Identify each murce of funds. Inoludlnc the name. &dd~ and telephone number of the
source (and a contact permn lr the IOUrce 1. an entity), the relationship <tr any) or the
source to the applicant, and the amount of funes. to be IUpplled by each IOUroe.

~Y.. DN

• 3.5 millior

Source or Funes.
Telephone Number RelaUonshlp Amount(Name and Add~

American 5ecurity Bank (202) 624-4818 Banker $4,000,000
730 15th Street, N.W.
Sea:md Floor
Washingtm, D.C. 20013

ATI'N: Gregg Jd'mson
Vice President

.

FCC 30' (Ptoe

June INS



SECTION VI - EQUAL IMILOYMINT ~ITY PROGRAM

L eo. the appllcant propaee to employ n ve or more full-Um. employ..., IiJ V- 0 No

Ir v. the appllcan\ mut Include an !!JO procram oalled ror In the.-par&te~ !qual Employm.nt
Opponunlty P!'oIralll Report (reC S!S-A>.

SECTION VII - ClATFICATIONI

1. Hu or w111 the app110ant comply with the public noUce requirement or 47 COP.I. secUon '7'l3.aMm

2. Hu the app11oan\ reuonabl. unranoe. In load r&l\h. tha\ th. lite or .uueture pro~ In section
Vor th18 rorm. u th. lOO&tlon or Itl traMmltUne antenna. w111 be avallabl. to th. applloant ror
the app11oant'1 Intended pu~'

Ir No, attach u an Exhibit. a rull .xp1&nUon.

a Ir reuonabl. unrance 18 not bued on appl1O&nt', own.rlhlp or th. pro~ lite or .uue\ure,
app1ioant cenln_ that It hu obtalned IUOh reuonabl. unrance by oontacUne the own.r or
J)el"lOn pc••"ne control or the Ilte or l\r'Ueture.

IExhibit No.1

Nam. or Pel"lOn Contacted

T.l.phon. No. 1;"1:1'-. .,•• 1:14.1

RdJert E. smith

(301) 467-4545

[!J Own.r o Own.r', Ac.n\ o Other 1t,..;I,1

Th. APPLICANT h.reby w&1v_ an7 e1&1m to the UIe or an7 parUoular rNqU.no7 u apJrwt the reculatory power
or the United Statel beO&u.e or th. prevloUi u.e or the am.. whether by lioen.. or otherw,- and requ.-ta an
authorization In accordance wlth th18 appl1caUon. ISH SHti•• JH .1 t.. t._.i••ti••, Ad ., 1IJ., •• •"MH.I

The APPLICANT acknowledc_ tha\ all th. ltatementl made In th18 applloaUon and attached exhlbitl are conlldered
material rep~nt&Uona. and that all exhlb1t1 are a materl&1 part hereor and Incorporated herein.

The I\PPLICANT re~ntl tha\ thlll app1loatlon 18 not nled ror the pu~ or Imp.Une, obm"Uctlne, or delaylnl
determination on any o\b.. appl1O&Uon wUh whleh It ma7 be In oonnle\.

In aocordance wUb 'f1 c.P.& 5ecUon 14 tbe APPLICANT hu a oonUnwne obllp.Uon to aclvllle the Comm1ll10n.
throuch amendmentl, or any nt.t&ntlal and IlCnlMcant ohane_ In InformaUon furn18hed.

lice ., <p... 2.

Nle ,...



Seetie" V-C - TV IROADCAST ENGINEERING DATA

Name of AppUcant

Four Jacks Broadcasting. Inc.

FOR COMMISSION :JSE ONL."(

File No.
ASS Referral Date:..... _

Rere~ bY

Ca.U letters I, f 'u••' J

N/A

IiJ Con8U'UCt a new (main> fac1Uty

O Modlty exl8Une canlU'UcUon permit for maln
facUUy

o Modlry Uoeuecl main r.cUity

o COnlU'Uct a ne.., allxl11&ry facUlty

O Modify exl8Une can.IU'Uctlon permit ror I.uxmary
facUlt.y

o Mocllty llcea.d auxlllary facUlty

If pu~ 18 to modlty. lndlc&te nature or chanee(a) by checklne appropriate boX<e.). and speclfy the rue numbel'<s) 0

the allt.hortzaUon(a) arrected:

o Antenna npporUne1tl'UO\ure hellht.

o Antenna he1Iht above av--ee t.rr.ln

o Antenna locaUon

o wain S\ad1o locaUoD

me Number(a) _

LAlloaaUoa:

o Erreeuve Ndlated power

o l'requeucy

o Antenna.,.m

Channel No.

2

ortW\
'cited ...1
[!) Pla

OWina

o zero

PrtnolmJ. com.unlty to be ...ved:
CU, eftnt, State

Baltimore Baltimore MD

Zone
I clteclt ./lel

[!]

011
0111

2. !aat loaaUon or anteaDa:.
Cal SpIalt,~~"D err oIt,. ORa" aDd .t& It DO~ lPIoIty CUIt&DCe and t.utne to the n-.rwt lanc1mark.

1200 North Rolling Road. Catonsville. B~ltimore. Maryland
Cb) oeaeraph1cl1 COOI"dIDa_ (to~ _Del). It mounted on .meat or aa AM UTaY.lPeclty ooordlnat. or center

or arra,. OtI1el'wt8. ...." toww locaUO... Speclt, South Latitude or!u& Loncltude wbeN appllcabl« otherwise.
Horth Latitude aDd w.. LoDlitade wtl1 be .........

ILatitude 39
•

17 13
•

76
• 45 16

a. II thenppol'Unc atrvoture the ... u that or aDO\h...tionCl) 01'~ la uoth.. pendlnc m'f. D N(
appllc&UOD<IW

It '_CS.. e:.u lettaN) or rue nu.beI<8» orbotb. WPOC(EM) _

It propaIU lavol.,. a chance ID heleht or aD exlaUnc N'UCt1&No tpeoIr, extMlnc hellht above lround :evel. ~nclud:

anteD_ &11 olh.. appurtenaaOl& and UChtinc. It any. -__--:N-=-'/..:;A:----------------

'e: )~, ~ !Q' 'Ql


